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The purposes oq this paper are four-fold: (1) to 
delineate the principal aims arfG policy objectives of Office of 
Management and Budget Forms Clearance (OdB FC) ^ as »embodi€ld in 
Federal legislation and executive directives since 1942; (2) to 
identify rhe major current thrusts of OBB FC; (3) to suggest possible 
future policy direotions>of 0«B FC, within the context of broader 
governmental activity Relating to Federal research practices; and (4) - 
to document various polLcieSr procedures, and guidelines which 
pertain to Forms Clearaiice \n both the OBB and the Education Division 
(i*e*r principally the National Institute of Education and 0* S* 
Office of Education) of the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare (DHES)* The first part of the paper focuses mainly on the 
first three objectives cited. The second part encompasses the fourth 
objective of the paper and is being issued in the form of a 
co(|filation of materials about Forms Clearance under a separate title 
and.is mainly oriented to the evaluation practitioner with ' 
responsibilities for preparing Forms Clearance packages, monitoring 
the review process, and generally facilitating the OUB clearance 
process* (Authof/MV) 
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AN EXAMINATION OF CKB FORKS CLEARANCE 
AIMS, POLICIES AND PROCEDURfES 

Purpojses ^ 

The purposes "'of this p^iper are four^fold': (1) to delineate the principal 

aims and policy objectives of Office of Managen^ent and Bu^iget Forms Clearance 

'4 * 

(0MB FQ) , as embodied in Federal legislation and executive directives since 

1942; (2) to identify the major, current thriists of OMB FC; (3) to suggest 
possible future policy directions of OMB FC, within the context of broader 
governmental activity relating to Federal researcJ^ practices; and (4) to docu=-* 
menV various policies^ procedures, and guidelines which pertain, to Forms 
Clearance in both the OMS and the Education Division {i/e,, principally the 
Nationals Institute of Education and U. S» Office of Education) of ^the Department 
of Health, Education and welfare (DHEW) • 

This paper is divided into two distinct and physically separate parts^ 
The" firsts part focuses mainly on the first three objectives " cited, and i5 
represented in this writing. The^second part encompasses the fourth objective 
of the paper and is i:?ein^g^^iss*^ed in the form of a compilation of materials 
about Forms Clearance under h separate titler '*A Handbook on Forms Clearance 
Policies and Procedures for Federal Education Contractors/' The Handbook is 
mainly ^riented to tho^ evaluation practitioneii with responEibilities for pre^ 
paring Forms Clearance, packeqes* monitoring the review process^ and generally 
facilitating the pMB, clearance process. The table of contents for this ^i^nd- * 
book is a,tt^he(J to this paper as Appendix A. Tn the first part of th,e paper, 
Fojpms Clearance is viewed from a goajfs/policies perspective-* whereas the 
Handbook views FC from a process^implem^ntation perspective. 

Background - - . * ♦ 

^ — ^ 

J ' ^ ^ * 

OMB Forms Clearance i^p not a new phenomenon. _For tharty'*five years 
> ' * . ^\ ' * " 

the OMB and its predecessor, the Bureau of the Budget, have reviei^d forms 



and plans for, the collection of infor^riat'ion from the public by mo,s^: Fedcftil ■ * 
agejDci^s. Serious -xnyerest an FC by Federal education contractors ,i s a rece|^t 
phe^oner^otiT^^^^iQ^^^ brought about by recognition of increased ^|[gfiinas- J 

trative as well as Substar.tiv<3 copplexity in the FC review procesSi Newly | , 
introducred FC regulations and rec>jirements rela tirig . to "such issues and .prol>- 
lems as mc^easmg^ government paperwork and re^-tac-e, m6untir,g burden' on the 
public m meeting governinent infomation recaests^ in'^sicn of personal 
• privacy by intrusive govieTr>nent surveys ar.d questionnairesj access to mforra- 
tion n^in-tairted by'goviirnin^nt on individuals, and public disciosur^ of 
goverrjTtent-coIl^cted irtforrriation , nave caused uneasinesSi cor^fusion, and cor.- 
cern witnm the educational ^^^^LiZ corjTi-jnity, Other pressures sr^ecif icaiiy 
affecting data acquisition activities m education have built Aip since the ^ 
early 60's and have caused both substajitive and procedural revisions in the 
Education Division FC system, A receipt nenorand'on from Mr. Joe Schneider 
(1976) to the 1^5-n^;rj:>er ZZZa? or^ar:izd^zi^r. issued the following advice m 
respons'e tc n^w FC directives: "If you must get your mstruxr^ent cleared^ do 
it quickly. The Jlonger you wait, the higher the risk'that you vilJl be too 
.l^te." The fear,* of course, is that FC will be more difficult, even irppossible 

y ■ ■ ■ ' 

to get m the not-so-distant future. The implications of new FC policy 
initiatives for raanag^ii^^int of evaluation studies j for planning and developing 
data collection methods, and for implementing "evaj^uation plans m a tirr.ely 
and effective iTianner have hardly -been considered. * 

The concern for FC is not unique among Federal education contractors. 
A recent staff study prepared by the Committ^ on Post Office and Civil * 
Service (1977) under the direction of Fachard Tauh<5r critici^^d- 0MB FC for 
the *'iack of well understood standards for review," the "lack of understandin'^ 
of most pe-rsons of tho^otai clearance system which involves the ardencies and 
departments as well as OMD/' and for "no manaqomenf contro I over th<3 total 



systen sd that forms* or questionnaires can take upwards of a year or more in 
clearance'' all without facing up to the major issues which FCjis mandated to 
address (p. 7-6), 'telephone interviews conducted^ recently by the authors 
with^^e'lectcd evaluators m R5D institutions revealed a wide variety of views 
conc€;rnin9 tne aims of FQ^ a lack, of basic information about FC policies and 
review procedL^res in both the or<B and in the Division of Ed^jcation (DHEW) , , 
and m sor.e cases intolerably lon^ dela;/s m 'getting final ora approval for 
proposed mscr'ur^ente and data collection t^lans. For some contractors con-' 

r 

tacted, the FC process resulted m increased costs m money, time/ professional 
resources, arid/cr emotional frustration, the costs of which were not m-* 
significant* - ' ' / 

In short, the O:^ FC* system, £^nd its sub-^systen in jthe Education Division, 
are pr^seiitly m a state. of flux, with immediate and long-term implications 
that are difficult to discern for Federally-sponsored research generally and 
for educational evaluation in particular It is hoped that this "paper will 
pro-vide a basis for examining these implications, 

Me.thods , . - , ^ 

There were four primary sources of inforrnation for this paper and the 
Han<^:>ook: (1) written, documents supplied by senior Government officials 
closely connected with PC in the o:4B an^ m the Education Divisix^n, (2) experi- 
ence^of recently moving t'wo instruments through the Forms Clearance process, 
.(3) telephone interview^discussions ;iirith selected educational evaluatoi's and 
administrative staff within various RSrD institutions whose primary source of 
fun^irig is from the Education Division (DHEW) , and (4) interview-discussions 
witfh PC officials m tjhe'OMB, NIE, and ,USOE held during the first week of 
M^rch, 197^ m Washington, D, C, These sources of information provided insights 
into 'FC from both the Federal Goverrjnont and education contractor perspectives- 
TheMate timing of interviews held in Washington was a4yantageous m allowing 



importarit * docuiriOntation and discussion of events as recdfaC&a^s February/ 1977 
to be included in this papor. The disadvantage was in not ^lowi-ng a sufficient 
period of reflection over what we had learned and eno\3gh fol^Ow-up time to 
pursue additional questions. The conclusion section in this p^per will set 



forth only a preliminary set of observations and -questions for 



QMS FC: .Principal Goals 



v. . 

rut^ure inquiry 



The principal authority for o;<B FC is derived from/the Federal Reforts 

Act of 1942 (?-L- 77-331)'^ which declares the OMB's general authority t^ 

review data collection forms and plans proposed by federal , agencies ; 

tft> Federal agency shall conduct or spor^sor the collection of 
infornation/ ^pon identical ite^vSv fro:j^ ten or rvore persons 
(other than Federal erployees as such) unless* in advance*of ^ 
adoption or revision of any plans or foms to be used in such 
collection, (a) The agency shall nave s^^iDmtted to t\i^ Director 
such plan? or forms, together w; th copies of siic*ri pertipeht 
regulations and otner related naterials as the Director sh^ll ■ 
specify; and (bJ.The Director shall nave stat^ed thai he does not 
disapprove tne proposed collection of information {^ec* S&'M) - 

The Act further states that * ' ^ - ' ' 

... the Director is authorized within his disc^etioYi 'to make a - & 
deterxaination as to whetr.er or not the collection of any mfoXi^^a- 
tion by any Federal agency is necessary for the proper pprforr^nQe 
of the functions of such agency or for any other proper purbose 
(Sec, 3SaS) ^ . . ' , 

This latter authority not been generally undcJrstood or accepted by 

Federal agencies and contractors aljrke. Questions are sometipies .raised about 

the right of 0!'© to examine proposed data collettuon a<:tiv>ties on grounds 

of whether they are "necessary" or essential. Th&^criteria promulgated by 

the 01^ for review of forms/plans (see Section II, ^*af;t 'g^'o^^Handbook) suggest 
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that data justification is a matter of determiniag ap, agency's statutory 

\ / '\ ^ 

^This Act was latoV ;nodified by the Trfes-Aia^ka- Pipeline Act of 1973 
which exempts the ^^overnment Accounting Office/ independent Federal regula- 
tory agencies, the government of the District of CMui-nbia and the tf^rritorie*^ 
and pos^^essions of the U. S., and th^ir vai:ious subdivisions from meeting 
FC requirements, ' 
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obligation to collect dat^a, and of determining redundancy {availability of 

r 

data frorr^ existing sources) in the request rather than the worth of an 

agency^ s program or project. 

From the viewpgmt of establishing the major objectives of TCf Section 

3501 of the FRA is the most illuminating: 

Information needed by the various Federal agencies should be 
obtained with a minimum burden upon business enterprises 
(especially upon small business enterprises) and other persons, 
required to furnish such information, at a mmimuni of cost to 
the Governmentf that all necessary duplication of efforts in 
obtaining such mformatioiv through the use of reports^ question- 
naires, and other such methods should^ be eliminated as rapidly 
as practicable, and that information collected and tabulated 
by any Federal agency should insofar as is expedient be tabulated 
in a manner to maximize the usefulness of the information to 
other Federal agencies and the public. 

In summary, based on the FRA of 1942, OME FC may be said to be primarily 

concerned with meeting the' following ob;)ectives: 

(1) eliminating unnecess^ary* duplication of government *ef forts 
in obtaining information from the public^ 

(2) minimizing the costs of obtaining such information^ 

(3) minimizing the burdens upon those furnishing information 
to Federal agencies^ and ^ 

(4) maximizing the usefulness of the information gathered to 
both the Federal government and the public. 

"3^^ most recent set of OMB guidelines aimed at accomplishing reductions in 

public reporting burden are directed to ensure more effect^ive implementation 

of these objectives of the FRA. 

y Two additional points are worth noting, ^ne is that the first three 
ob;)ectives stated are intended to protect the public interest against ex- 
cessive and frivolous data demands by the Federal govetnment which are costly 
in terms of both taxpayers money and time. The^ fourth objective relates to 
a more positive function, that of promoting the public welfare through en- 
couraging greater sharing of information among the various Federal government 



agencies and between the government and the public itself. The second point 
is that the question of maximizing data usefalncss {i,e,^ the fourth objec- 
tive) naturally raises the concern for the technical qualitf^^f data collection 
methodology/ including both the plan, design/ and the forms themselves, OMB 
review criteria* which can be examined in the KaJidbook (Section II, Part B) , 
are quite specific, for example, m the technical aspects of survey, research 
methodology, ^ 

Enacted by Congress in 1950/ the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act 
(BAApA) authorized the OMB to ''develop programs and to 'issue regulations and 
orders for the improved gathering, compiling, analyzing, publishing, and 
dissemination of statistical information for any purpose Ey the various 
agencies in the Executive Branch of the Government (Sec, 103)/' OMB was also 
directed to ensure that sound statistical standards in survey design and 
statistical procedures in general are maintained. ®n M^y 3, l31Af the OMB 
issued standards and guidelines to achieve the object! v^es of the BAAPA (OMB* 
1974) to De followed by agencies in the Executive Branch as well as by con^ 
tractors and granted- The standards and guidelines were intended to achieve 
greater efficiency m the design and conduct of statistical surveys, reduction 
* in the reporting burd^ on respondents, greater uniformity and comparability 
among statistical series and studies, and improved accuracy of Federal statis- 
tics- The two most pertinent parts of these standards and guidelines are 
Exhibits A and B which relate more closely to the first two objectives of 
FC as previously cited. Exhibit A'"Standards for Statistical Surveys'' promul- 
gates standards m seven categories of statistical survey research. Exhibit B 
"standards ^or the Publication of Statistics" delineates' standards in six 
categories which bear on the publication of statistical dat^a. The standards 
enumerated in Exhibit A boar a close relationship to currently operative 
criteria in the clearance and review process. 



The BAAPA of 1950 also gives thes, 0KB considerable authority for the ' . 
centralized planning and coordination or^ tatistical ^programs. While FC 
itself is not specifically designed to per^^sjrm planning and coordination 
^functions/ it tends to be yiewed both inside and outside OMB^as a device 
which can contribute to improvement in data-based policy formulation and ' 
planning at the highest levels of management within Federal government 
agencies. The Statistical Policy Daivis^on (st^D) of the 0MB, of which Forms 
Clearance is ^ unit'or a function, is charged overall .with taking leadership 
in this area. The principal concept of FC as now operating in its simplest 
form appears to be generally that of controlling and regulating the najjjber of 
report forms rather than 'planning/coordination of Federal statistical pro- 



grams for management purposes. 



To summarise, the FRA of 1942 and the BAAPA of 1950 establishes the 
authority o'f the or<B to achieve minimal burden on individuals and respondent 
groups in data collection efforts sponsored by the Federal government* to 
minimize the cost of such data collection activities, and to maximize the 
usefulness of data collected through application of sound- statistical standards 
and research practices. 



Current FC Thrusts 

In October 1975, the CMB issued the results of a study (Lowry* 1975) 
attempting to assess the burden of reporting to the Federal government during 
the period from 1942-1975, Though the report recognized and discussed 
the difficulties of measuring reporting burden^^its major findings appear to 
be reasonable; (1) between 1953 and 1975 the number of 0MB approved repeti- 
tive Federal Reports remained almost constant* varying only ten percent up 
or down from 5^000 a year; (2) from 1966-1973, however^ the nximber of, indivi- 
dual responses to those reports increased 83 million; (3) there are actually 

IS) ■ ' 
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64 million- more people filling out reports since 1968.; and (4) reporting 

« * 

time (i,e,^ the number of hours people spend completing forms) rase more 
sharply during 1966-1973 than either report numbers or responses — from 112 , 
million hours in 1966 to 177 million hours in 1973 to 129 million hours thrcrugh 
June 1975, 

* - * . 

* Shortly foliowa^ng ,tl)e Lowry Rej>ort ^ ^resid^nt FOrd on March 1 * . 1976 . 

1 

directed OMB Director James Lynn *'to assume personal responsibil|i ty for_ 
achieving the purposes of thfe Federal Reports Act^ ineofa^ as your^agency is 
conceriled * ** 

The President's remarks continued; . 

f. regard this as a critical organizational* step to assure 
'continuing and effective ^attention to controlling and re- 
ducing the heavy public impact from government data collec- 
tion, I expect prompt results from this effort. Specifically^ 
I expect the number of reports which collect inf03rmation from 
the public to be reduced at least ten percent by^ next June 30, 

(This directive is somewhat curious in light of the 0MB findings as just 

reported, indicating that, the most difficult problem was' not related to the 

number of forms but rathea to reporting hours and number of responses)'* 

r 

On March 2* 1976^ the 0MB Director^ James T. Lynn^ issued Circular 
No, A"40# Attachment A (Revised) ^ and a set of guideline^ (OMB^ 1976) to imple- 
ment the President's objective. As of March 8, 1976, every request fg^r 
clearance of a proposed new report* of a revision to an existing reportj^and 
for contj-nued use of an existing report was expected to conform to these 
guidelines for preparing a request for clearance* The- applicable sections of 
No. A-40 are quoted as follows: 



To minimize the reporting burden on respoiSdenbs ^nd to imprc 
government efficiency^ each Federal agency will consider anc 
determine^ in connection with each plan or report form submitted* 
whether the proposed plan -or report form exceeds the^ limits of 
reasonable need or practical Aitility* either with respect to num- 
ber of respondents* frequency of collection^^ or number and diffi- 
culty of the itcmsf.and whether a 11 of th4 items of ^.nformation 
to be furnished or recorded are essential to the centr;al purpose 
of such plan or report form* (Sec, 4, paragraph a) / 

' 1 i - . . 



Special consideration will given to the burden on individuais^ 
small 'businesses^ and othor organizations with limited clerical/ 
financial managem'wt/ and s^tistical ^taffs which employ fewer 
than 100 persons* Individuals/ small businesses/ or other smalls 
4 organizations should *not be called Qpon to spend more .than one- 
half hour in responding to a request f6r information from a 
Federal agency* Agencies will be expected to mak^'a speci-£ic 
justification for any d^ta collection plaii or instrument whlch^^ 
* requires more tl^an one^half hour from these respondents,^ fSec* 4, 
paragraph c) ' ' 

To ensure accountabil^ity and effective compliance with the intent of 
these guidelin<3Sf a new revision of the Standard Form .83 "Clearance Request 
and Notice of Action' (see Section 11/ Part E of Handbook) will contain a 
statement of certification which must be signed by the approving official 
for the Federal agency clearance official that;^ among other things stated/ 

Sdata collection form ^nder revie*w "represents the minimum burden on 
ondents cor^istent with the need" for information, " - 
It, appears that President Ford*s March 1 directive was taking hold^ for 
in a Cabinet ^meeting on July 23/ 1976/ the President reported that he was 
pleased that the objective of reducing the number of Federal reporting forms 

had bgen achieved/ although the reporting burden had increasea, 

i ^ 

On July 23/ 1976. Presijdent Ford issued another major policy directive 
which set as a goal for 19^7 a five percent reduction in the hours required 
to respond to the Government's request for information from the public* A 
further goal of \t\ additional lS-20 percent reduction in reporting burden by 
the end _of FY 1978 was also. set. These ^als would be attained by establish;; 
ing qeilings for the number of repetiJMlWs 3nd smgle-time reports for each 




department and by implementing a set o? 2iiicl<3lines *(see Section II/ Part D 



of Handbook) whi^h aim to control the number of reports as well as the 

reporting burden associated with Fecieral agencies" and departments • These 

guidelines wer^ issQed by the 0MB on September. 1, 1976, Specific objectives 
/ 

were established for reducing public reporting to Federal agencies: 

12' ' . 



establish ceilings of 4700 repeti^tive reports and 600 
single-time re^ports for agencies in the executive branch, 
vhich breaks down to 850 repetitive reports and 230 single- 
time reports for DHEW, ^ ' , ^ 'J 
* 

2. reduce , the burden of public reporting bfl^seven million hours 
by September 30, 1977 associated w^ith repetitive reports and 
to ensure that the burden of reporting associated with single- 
time report's i& no higher on September 30, 1977 than it was on 
■ June 30. 1976. 

"■^ 

^ 3, to recommend changes in legislation whiciU— w^Tiid achi^eve an 

additional 20 million hours reduction in reporting burden sub^ 
sequent to September 30. 1977, ' 

The next key event occurred shortly after President Carter took office. 

when the Office of the White House press Secretary issued a release on Febry 

ary 16. 1977 of a memorarK^um from President Carter to all Heads of Executive 

Departments and Agencies. The full text of this memoranduir^ is quoted below: 

As I outlined in the Cabinet, meeting oh Monday, January 24# 
I am deterinined to improve_ the efficiency and effectiveness 
df the Executive Branch, As part of this improyement, I place 
a high priority on reducing the burden which reporting to' the 
Federal Government places upon the American public. 

^ My predecessor launched a program to secure a modest five ^ 
percent reduction in reporting burden by September 30/ 1977. 

am dismayed to learn that the executive departments and 
agencies have made virtually no progress toward the achieve- 
ment of that goal. 

To assure that this matter receives your continuing attention* 
1 wemt you to assume personal responsibility for the successful 
fulfillment of this task and for achieving the purposes of the 
Federal Reports Act as they relate to your agency* Vou may 
delegate authority, but any such delegation must be ^unambigjious 
and roust run directly to 5^urself. 

Please determine personally: 

(a) How many reports does my agency receive? 

. (b) How many cavi be combined or eliminated? - ^ 

(c) How can they be simplified? 

(d) Can less frequent reports serve adequately? 

(e) Can raajor departir^ents , agencies and sub-a^entfies 
share the samo report? ' 



i6 



11 



I do not look upon the task of reducing the reporting burden 
on the public as ^ one-shot campaign. It is a continuing 
problem. Routine efforts. tQ deal with it will not suffice. 
You should review your agency's data collection activities 

• to find ways of carrying out your program responsibilities 
ifi a manner which will reduce the paperwork burden on the 

' publ 1 c 4 

Assess reports now required by law* You should develop rec- 
ommendations fOr changes in legislation which might permit 
further reductions in reporting in the future. 

I have assigned the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget responsibility for exercising general oversight 
over the reporting burden reduction program. When possible* 
apply to existing forms the 0MB restraint^ on new forms and 
reports 4 

I anticipate your wholehearted and enthusiastic support in 
achieving these goals. I want each of you and your staff to 
cooperate fully with the Commission on Federal Paperwork, 
. which is pursuing a broad inquiry into matters relating to 
pape/work generated by Federal agencies and its impact on ^he 
public* ^ « I 

Finally/ report to OVS by March 31' the goal of your agency 
^ for reduction of required reporting which will be achieved by 
September 30, 1977, plus otjier recommendations concerning 
legislation and cooperation with other agencies. 

That statement is hardly ambiguous as to the intentions of the ^new 
Administration/ at least with respect to the "burden" issue. On the day 
following the President's* directive^ Bert Lance/ the new 0MB Director/ re- 
issued in almost the identical form (with minor changes) the September 1 
guidelines as mentioned previously. The recency of these events and the 
priority which the prpsent Administration is giving to the issue of federal 
reporting burden make a compelling case that FC will continue to play a 
strong^ if not stronger^ role in relation to f ederallX"Sponsored research/ 
evaluation in the next four years. Can anything be said now aboujt where 
0MB is hea^linq in the next few years7 

Future Directions in QMB FC 

Judging £rom the previous discussion* the reporting burden issue will 
be a major concern of OMB FC. There are indications that 0MB FC will take 
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on new and broader responsibilities both in terms of acconiplisKttiatf reductions 
in national reporting buifden and of making better use of "i^fotmation 9^thered 
by th"^ Federal government* The work of the Paperwork CommiasiiOi^ cited in 
President Carter's memorandum, and two other recent studieSf one known as 
the "Tauber Report/' and the other as the Peat, Marwickf Mitchell.^ Co. 
evaluation reports suggest a new emerging rop.e. concept^^f^r OMB- FC. ' 

Paperwork Commission . Established two years agOf the Commission on ^ 
Federal^'PaperworX is' a 14*meirLber ^partizan body including representative^ 
of the Congress, the Executive mSnchf State and local governmentsv, a^Hd ^t>ie. 
private sector. Problems on which the Commission is -working affect virtually 
the entire nation. They range, in scope from a simple proposal thaJt could" 
eliminate a form required of 200,000 Americans who make wine at home> to 
a complex plan for standardizing the paperwork of 41 separate -^rfelfare agencies 
at a projected saving of nearly six billion dollars a year. ''Our goal is not 



to cut ur 



orrSy to cut unnecessary paperwork and red tape, but to bring about organiza* * 
tional and policy reforms necessar-y to make sure we are'never again so over* 
burdened" (paperwork Commissions 1976). The OMB program to reduce the n\mbei- 
of Federal forms and the workload tney cause is presently being closely coordi* 
nated with the Commission's work. It should be added that the newly established 
Education Data Acquisitions Council in the Education Division of DHEW (see 
Section I of Handbook) also appears to be working in concert with the Paper- 
work Commission. ■ ^ ^ 

At least one proposal of the Commission has been formulated in the area of 
Education; it is aimed at reducing education reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements in the S. Office of Education. Expected results of the pro- 

* 

posed study include: / 

1.. An identification of similar or ifdentical requests ^or educa- 
tion information from multiple Federal agencies^ and the 



\ 

development of policy teconunendations to identify duplication* 
reduce duplication and improve irxter-agency coordination/ 

2* An /identification of infonnation requests growing out of coming 
^ Kfederal' legislation, as well as* new Eede^ral policy concerns/ 

3* The reduction of reporting burdens growirxg out of the manaqe- , 
^ent*of Federal education programs^ such as the elimination of 
ujineeded forms; and the developr^ient of certification procedures 
for education grant applications, an4 state and local plans re- 
quired education agencies by the Office of Education, 

, 4* The development of testing of agency mechanisms and techniques 

^ ^ to encore that Federal, state, and ^local cooperation is achieved 

in the collection and utilization of education information, and 

5, 7^e development and testing- of mechanisms and techniques to' ensure 
_that the Commission on Federal Paperwork developmental efforts ^ 
are incorporated into agency practice- (Commission on Federal 
Paperwork, no date) 

In contrast to the FC strategy of simply, reviewing and clearing requests 

oa a form-by-form bas,isv the Paperwork Commission is seeking to achieve simi- 

lar objectives as FC by improvinj^ coor<3ynation among data collection reqU|gsts 

from Federal agencies,* ascertaining data impact of Federal' legislation which 

creates dpta requirements, and facilitating cooperation among data users 

following data collection. In short, the difference in strategy xs between 

creating FC lev^ifage points at the beginning and end of the research activity 

cycle, a^la* Papeirvork Commission, rather than only at^^he middle of the cycle' 

(instrum^t development phase) a la' 0MB FC* The Tauber Reports to be dis" - 

cussed briefly, recommends a similar approach as the Paperwork Commission to 

fulfilling^-^C objectives. 

Ta^iber Report , is^ed ozi January 28, 1977, the so-palled Tauber Report 

is a discussion of iiJsues related to the coordination of Federal statistics 

gathering programs, and is the resuj-t of "hearings conducted by the House 

EJobcommittee on CensiSs and Population during March and April 1976 (Committee 

on Posx Office and Civil ^Service, 1977)* The main thesis of this report is that 

the Federal government needs an effective mechanism to coordinate and plan 
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^ata; requests, to reduce the burden and cost of data collecti/On on the 

* ^ ,* * 

- * * f- 

Am^ric^n public, and to develop more effective ways of ijtilizing (i,e,| 

. ^' * ' ^ 

analyzi^ng and disseminating) information* According to the Report, much 

of the blame falls oo the Congress for giving too little attention- to the 

daVa implications of leg*islated requirements for program rejiort^^^g, for 

applications for participation in programs, and for mandated studies- and 

reports. |The ^Report sug^fests that 0MB FC should not onlybe concerned with 

/ 

the maintenance of survey, standards and the avoidance of unnecessary respondent 
burden^ but a?so with agency functions, such ^s the storing, processing, and 
diss^ination of pro'gram data, and the construction of analytical models. In 
short, tjle forms review function should not be considered separate from .the 
planning and coordination of the Federal statistics system. ^ 

. One of' the specific recommendations of the Report is to establish (or 
re-establish) a* single clearance office in the 0MB with broader responsibility 
than, simply conducting a form-by-form review — its goal would be better manage- 
ment of the Federal government's data acquisition efforts and better ^oordina-^ 
tion of f^ed^rai statistical activities in general. 

In the last two years, the 0MB has tahen s^eps to strengthen th^ planning 
and coordination function spoken about in the Tauber Report, As this pertains 
to rc in particular, the findings and recommendations of an evaluation study 
"on 0MB FC are revealing. 

Peat, 'Marwick, Mitchell $ Co, Report , In March 1975, the results of an " 
extensive examination of the FQ process were repor,ted. Some of the ma^or 
findings of the study are summarized: 

1, The purreht clearance process functions in a reactive mode. I?^ 
responds primarily to requests for clearance, 0MB is thus in- 
volved in perfecting a report form and not in developing an 
effective reporting system for closely reflated subject areas, 
^ The ma^or sources of nev/ reporting requirements, e^g-. Congress 

and executive departments, function independently of the clearance 

'17 
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functiOfL. There is now no effective Ktechan^sm for intro- , 
ducing into the initiation and developmc^nt stagea of r^poi?*tin^ . 
'requirements information on existing reporting and guidance 
on how to minimize burden associated witrh new recuitir^mdnts ^ * 
Since new requirem^snts are tne ma^or source of repoVtmg burden ^ 
a major deficiency in the cilrrent qlearance process is itS'* 
inability to become involve<^ at tne initia-tion st;iage, 

2, The clearaaice process does n^ appeal to functi</n effectively 
in sonre depart-Tents and agencies which I'nitiate^ develop, and 
implement reporting requirc-ments - Some departments have well- 
developed cLe^rance functions which carefully scrutinize re- 
quests f or'/cleardilce * Certain depar^entfe do not h^ve either 
the professional s'-;ills or the s taf f mg^ necess*ary for clearance 
activities. This is reflected m a lack of effective, early 
coordinati'on with O.'^S m the initiation of new requirements. 
Lack of coordir.ation on' in:orr\ation shsrir.g among depdrtrents 
during the development of reportirig requirements and the sub- 
*' mission of requests ror clearance which are not well-sup;^orted/^j^- 

methodological ly sound, and/or well-docu-Ttented appears tio be - 
evident in s^ime departr.entSi ^ 

3- The clearance tirocess does noj provide for after-the-fact 

assessment of the utility ^^d^'meaningfulness of data acca^r^- 
lated through reoortmc recuirememis - Cnce an initial 
detenaination of need is made and the fornn approved, it seems ^ 
to bo rodtinely extended ^ (unfjl^ss some open issje remains or 
a change is made on the form)- The process does not appear to 
provide for an indepth review of utility at the time o? ex- . . 
tension- Unless report f6rms , boih mandatory "and voijntsary, 
which have relatively low utility are eliminated from the m 
inventory of reporting requirements, there is only limited oppor^ 
tunity to reduce the reporting bujrden, 

The "ideal" PC process, as proposed by Peat et, al. would focus on con- 
trolling the burden at the initiation stage by assessing the potential impact ^ 
on the burden of new reporting requirements, at the development stage by^ 
expanding t^he role of coordinating Federal information-sharing activities, 
and at the implementation stage by increasing surveillance over the utility 
and meaningf ulness of current report forms; the ideal process would also see 
a^jnoro responsible role for other groups which influence Federal reporting. 
In essence, the clearance by OHB pf individual report forms would no longer 
be the predominant function; it would become m6re active m curtailing new 
reporting requirements whore they originate, in coordinating Federal data 
acquisition activities^ and m ensuring that data collected are effectively 
utilized, ^ ' '18 
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Underlyinif the findings and reconunendations th^; Paperwork Commission/ 

■ * 

the Tauber Report,- and the peat etal, evaluation study appear to be a set 
of basic assumptions about future government-society relationsJfips i that 
national needs/problems will continue to hi^g large-scale innovative solutions 
^d that problem-solving will continue to be a^ma^or focus of government 
activity? that ir*for™tion requirements for such problem-solving endeavors 
will continue to be demanding in terms of cost, qudntity^ ^nd quality? and 
that t^ counl^rvailing pressure to reduce the ro'le of '<3overnment in American 
society will remain strong, but so will the tendency of governn^ent to legis- 
late solutions to ti^robleiTLS of society which require the collection of vast 
amounts of information from the public;^ 

How or if 0MB FC adopts new role concepts in order to achieve the ob]ec- 
tives set down by the Federal Reports Act of 1942 "and th.e Budget and Accounting 
Procedures Act of , 1950 cannot be accurately determined. And t,he future impli- 
cations for Federal education contractors/ or even Fed(^ral* contractors generally 
are very elusive, , ' 

Conc1:j5ions ^ " ^ - 'ff^ 

0MB FC has been characterized in the past two years by a rapid succession 

of nev;, more stringent regulations and guidelines aimed at accomplishing 
V 

objectives set forth *more than three decades ago» . The future of FC will 

undoubtedly bring farther changes ^ which would appear to hsve far— reaching 

I 

consequences. The recency of such evejits on the FC scene and' the lack of 
experience with the "new" system make it impossible to foretell with any 
degree of certainty ^*ha^ those consequences might be for the nature and ex- 
tent of Federally-sponsored educational research/ev^luat j.on < If FC achieves 
its objectives/ there should be fewer^ shorter/ "better," more' useful ^ and 
less frequently used forms collecting data from fewer respondents; ultimat^ely, 
there should be growth in the substantive knowledge base of applied social 
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science and more effective arid efficient gove^mmental programs to serve the 
American public*. We can imagine many more possible outcomes. 

We can ima^^ine, for example/ that some future proposed data requirements 
in education which are deemed by proponents as reasonable in demand and 
significant for national policy (or for any other purposes) might be jeop- 
ardized by pressured to cut back on public reporting; we can imagine more 
parties outside of the educational arena involved m the process of deciding 
the scope as well as the substance of future "education data acquisition, 
parties suah as the Congress, the 0>3, non-^eduCation Federal- agencies/ and 
responden't and data user grou;:s; we can imagine/ as a result of more diverse 
inputF education and government val^ priorities as well as technical research 
issues, Leconing prominent in the context or me^si.^ng hov much data are 

reasonable -and necessary to coliect; we can imagine a much nore active role 

^ * 

for contractors m the PC process (se^ Section IV of Handboo>. for role 
specifics) ; we can see the need for PC training "workshops" and FC specialists 
aiT^ong evaluators in the educational contractor marke'tplace ; we can imagine 
achieving greater efficiency m j^mplementing data collection planSr and 
perhaps new practices or techniques emerging in the evaluation field that would 
increase participation of sample groups m evaluation studies or that would 
reduce respondent burden and other negative effects of evaluation; we can 
forsee increased institutionalization of FC aims and a deeper awareness or 
the problems addressed by FC throughout the total^Fed^^^fgovernnent structure/ 
and possibly throughout state and local government^which account for a majorr 
largely uncontrolled source of reporting requirements. (The Federal Reports 
Act embraces only 18 percent of all sources of reporting requirements^^ as 
estimated by Peat et al», 1975) • 

We can also imagine more regulation and control ovjer evaluation studies 
from the conceptualization to the implementation through the follow-up, stages; 
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we can imaginG ^^^reater procGdurjai^complexity ^ higher costs and more time 

associated with getting t!ata . coUSition plans DrocessGd and approved; further*- 

more* it's possible that one'^conse'^ffience of FC would be to lower rcither than 

J* 

raise the quality of evaluation research* or at least not raise tho quality 
sufficiently to justify the effort and cQst of a fC mechamsm; we can iniaginG 
that with xncrGased regulation over educational research/evaluation aotivity/ 
there will be stronger tendencies on tiie part of Federal agencies to engage in 
fonns of '*deviant** l^ehavior wnich inevitably nurture a cli^^ate of distrust and 
will lead to greatrer* Inore' aversive control measures to^ ^^isure cdmpliance with 
FC reg^olatioriS ; and fxnalJKkwe am inagme extrene irtbalance In the appli" 
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cation of FC regulations, ^o^^jgtfj^l^ , with the 'class of very small data 
collection activities being examined in the sair^e light and manner as the very 
large data collection foms. It is Known * for example ^ that 98 reports account 
for percent of all the responses to all Federal Reports (Lowry, 197S) * and 
the IRS incone tax form alone .accounts for 32 percent-of the^ total respondent 
burden; chat one data gathering form carrently being used by the USOE accounts 
for 70 percent of the total respondent burden for that agency; and that Federal 
education contracts account for less than ten percent of the total burden in 
the Education Division and therefore* much less thaj^ that^for all reporting 
requirements of the Federal government. And '-^^ can itnagine*as much scrutiny 
by OMB FC given to ^ data collection plan which proposes to gather information 

I 

from 25 oersons as given to a olan which would amass data from'^100 / 000 or more 

V 

persons. 

The challenge of all this is to discover the validity (or invalidity) 
of these "imaginations" before some of them at least become reality^ and 
then to begin working to influence and bettw^-the thipgs to come. 
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